If one considers the dates, there is every possibility that Chapman could attend a London performance of Richard II. His first published work appeared one year before the first performance of the play: The Shadow of Night, published in London by William Ponsonby in 1594. We know that Chapman resided in or near London in these years. It is therefore very probable that he should have retained a number of specific details from Richard II when composing his Byron plays. My contention is that Richard II is one of the sources of Byron.
Richard II is the only play by Shakespeare to stage "the dethronement of an unsuitable anointed monarch by an illegitimate but more able one" 9 , while George Chapman's The Conspiracy and Tragedy of Byron deals with a subject's failed attempt at overthrowing a legitimate king, Henry IV of France. Drawing a parallel between them may seem paradoxical since King Richard and Marshal Byron stand at the two opposite ends of the issue of political obedience: the former falls as a victim to organized and wilful rebellion, while the latter entangles himself in the meshes of a somewhat pathetic -and unsuccessful -conspiracy against an absolute king. Yet both eventually meet their deaths in a tragic way, and one of the reasons that lead to this catastrophe is both characters' incomprehension of "modern" politics, as wielded by Bolingbroke / Henry IV on the one hand, and Henry IV of France on the other hand.
Thus, after a close reading of the Byron plays -but more specifically of The Tragedy of Byron -the paradox vanishes as the text reveals similarities and textual echoes of Shakespeare's Richard II which point at the analogies between the deposed king and the executed rebel, and also reinforce their constitutive ambiguity as characters. Both are guilty and victimized at the same time. Byron is guilty of being a bad subject; Richard is guilty of being a bad king. Byron is condemned ("for depositions of a witch" 10 ) in an iniquitous trial and eventually executed, while Richard is illegitimately deposed and eventually murdered.
Reading The Conspiracy and Tragedy of Byronas it unfolds, one can see how the echoes of Shakespeare's play make sense. In fact, apart from one in the "Prologus", all these references are to be found in The Tragedy of Byron. In the "Prologus" to the double play, Chapman speaks of "the uncivil civil wars of France" (v. 1)
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. When the action of the play starts, these wars belong to the past and Henry IV's kingdom lives in peace. The polysemy of those two related epithets, "unvicil" and "civil", creates a pun, the first one gainsaying the second one, which can also be found in Shakespeare's play, when Northumberland feigns to dismiss the idea of English civil war -a recurrent theme of Richard II -after its evocation by the king himself. He says: "The King of Heaven forbid our lord the King / Should so with civil and uncivil arms / Be rushed upon!" (3.3.101-103). The parallel is -I think -particularly striking, especially if one considers that among the eight occurrences of the word "uncivil" in the Shakespearean corpus 12 , the only time when it is associated with "civil" is in this scene of Richard II. In the rest of the "Prologus", Chapman evokes a wounded and ruined France, which is reminiscent of Bolingbroke's evocation of England in case of military conflict with Richard: Shakespeare, Hildesheim, Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1968-80, vol. 6, p. 3692. But in both plays, war -whether civil or not -belongs either to the past or to the future. Richard goes and suppresses a rebellion in Ireland, but does not combat Bolingbroke militarily. On the other hand, Henry IV's France -after the Treaty of Vervins signed in 1598 13 -lives in peace, although Chapman mentions the threats represented by the discontented duke of Savoy, allied with Spain. Still, these evocations of civil war remind us of the instability of political power: Richard II experiences it at his own expense while Byron unsuccessfully tries to provoke it.
The reason for both characters' failures partly lies in their lack of political intelligence, in their confidence in themselves and their own statuses: as a divinely ordained king for Richard, and as France's rescuer for Byron (cf. "Prologus", v. 7). Shakespeare and Chapman, each in his own way, show the efficiency of Machiavelli's lessons when understood by Henry IV of England and Henry IV of France 14 . Apart from the similarity of these two kings' political methods, the two texts mention Italy in a way that can be taken as an oblique The association of "ingenious Italy" with "conclusions of estate" implicitly points to Machiavelli, but only to condemn his doctrine: "from thence men are taught / To glide into degrees of height by craft, / And then lock in themselves by villany" (3.1.2-9). This feature is all the more remarkable as it constitutes a major departure from Edward Grimeston's account of the Byron affair. In the pages devoted to his captivity, the author writes:
Hee should have knowne that Machiavels councell (who saith that private men never rise from a base to a high fortune but by fraude and force) is ruinous, and that humaine lawes beeing grounded upon divine, suffer no confusions of deseignes whilst that every one doth limit them by this condition, & that hee knows that God doth distribute powers for the government of people: that it is alwaies dangerous to play with his maister […] . 16 This reintroduction of Providence into history is actually due to one of "the Most Approoued Authors" Grimeston translated and compiled: (Paris, 1605) and who was Henry IV's official historiographer, and therefore an important agent of the royal propaganda.
In Richard II, the Duke of York explains to John of Gaunt that the king is deaf to all reasonable advice of government because of the flatteries and praises he is more inclined to listen to:
No, it [the king's ear] is stopped with other, flatt'ring sounds, As praises, of whose taste the wise are fond; Lascivious metres, to whose venom sound The open ear of youth doth always listen; Report of fashions in proud Italy, Whose manners still our tardy-apish nation Limps after in base imitation. (2.1. [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] Commenting upon these lines, Charles Forker says that "Italy was regarded as the quintessential source of folly and wickedness"
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. But the mention of "venom" shows the lethal power of such flattering words and the profound contempt of York for the country it comes from. This word can be compared to the "poison" Jean Bodin refers to when speaking of Machiavelli's "tyrannical deceits" in the preface of his Six Books of the Commonwealth, published in Paris in 1576, and translated into English by Richard Knolles in 1606. Besides, given that the views of monarchy which Gaunt and York advocate in the play are in total opposition with that of Bolingbroke, a true disciple of the Florentine, this reference to "proud Italy" may well be taken as a reference to Machiavelli, whose name is not uttered, but whose teachings Bolingbroke applies to seize power. In both cases, Italy is viewed -quite conventionally -as a source of infection for national genius.
As Byron gets nearer his death, the analogies with Richard II become more numerous. In a striking passage -of Chapman's own invention, since it does not appear in Grimeston -the French king addresses a violent accusation against his marshal:
Come, you are an atheist, Byron, and a traitor, Both foul and damnable. Thy innocent self? No leper is so buried quick in ulcers As thy corrupted soul. (IV, 2, The first line of this speech is peculiarly interesting as it reminds us of Bolingbroke's invective at Mowbray in the first scene of the play: "Thou art a traitor, and a miscreant" (1.1.39). Here, the association of treason with impiety / atheism creates a parallel between Bolingbroke and Henry IV of France and points to the similar Machiavellian usage both characters make of religion in government. Now, the echoes that have been identified above can be taken as hints of the context in which both Richard and Byron see their lives become tragedies: a background of intestine conflict where politics shift from providential justification to practical Machiavellianism. The following echoes will enable me to show how telling the analogies between both characters are, insofar as they enhance the ambivalence of their statuses as both agents and victims of their tragic ends.
Four of the five passages of The Tragedy of Byron which will be analyzed are concentrated in act V, scene 4, that is to say the last moments of the Marshal of Byron, which are strongly reminiscent of the last moments of Richard II. The first detail in this series immediately will allow us to qualify the notion of paradox used at the beginning of this article. Just before the duke of Byron goes up onto the scaffold, Harlay, one of his judges, tells him that the sentence must be read publicly one last time before the execution: "My lord, it is the manner once again / To read the sentence" (5.4.75-76). But Byron refuses to comply with the ultimate formality of this ceremony and asks to be dispensed with this infamy: "Suffice it I am brought here, and obey" (5.4.82). The chancellor insists ("It must be read, my lord, no remedy", 5.4.84) and Byron finally answers: "Read if it must be, then, and I must talk" (5.4.85). Thus Harlay eventually reads the sentence (5.4.86-120), interrupted by the vehement protestations of innocence of the duke.
This emphasis on the respect of ceremonies is strongly reminiscent of Northumberland's attitude during Richard's deposition. To Richard's question, "What more remains?" (4.1.222), Northumberland answers:
No more, but that you read These accusations, and these grievous crimes Committed by your person and your followers Against the state and profit of this land, That, by confessing them, the souls of men May deem that you are worthily deposed. (4.1. The parallel is striking and enhances the will of both kings to display an ostentatious respect for forms which is rejected by their subjects, since Richard asks Northumberland: "Must I do so?" (4.1.228) 18 . But, while in The Tragedy of Byron the judge reads the sentence publicly, Richard does not comply with Northumberland's insistence (4.1.243, 253 and 269), and Bolingbroke eventually yields: "Urge it no more, my Lord Northumberland" (4.1.271). What replaces the expected reading of the accusations before the Commons is the mirror speech of Richard (4.1.276-91). In both cases, the playwrights show that the ceremonial procedure is all the more respected as it serves to conceal Byron's unfair trial, on the one hand, and to give a formal legitimacy to Bolingbroke's usurping of power.
After Harlay has read the fifteen lines of the sentence, Chapman has Byron ask: "Now is your form contented?" (The Tragedy of Byron, 5.4.121), the word "form" echoing the word "manner" used by the judge (5.4.75). This question -and in particular the word "contented" -sends us back to Richard II, when Bolingbroke asks Richard: "Are you contented to resign the crown?" (4.1.200). The difference is that in the first case, the word means "satisfied", whereas in the second one, it means "willing". Now in The Tragedy of Byron the Marshal is also asked to "resign" something of importance -it is not the crown, obviously, but his sword: "Resign your sword, my lord. The king commands it", orders Vitry, the captain of the guard in charge of Byron's arrest (4.2.229).
The deaths of these two characters are not similar (Richard is murdered whereas Byron is legally executed), but in each case, the playwrights have introduced a character whose voice -and speech -offers an interesting counterpoint to the version of the story framed by both kings. A couple of minutes before Byron's beheading, Chapman has a soldier intervene in a strange way, who sums up the ambiguity of the play:
His speech is ambivalent: while justifying the execution of the duke, whose guilt he publicly confirms, he, at the same time, reveals the injustice of this condemnation as compared with the lot of "the King's chief minion", a phrase which most probably refers to Maximilien de Béthune, baron of Rosny, afterwards duke of Sully (1606) answers Bolingbroke's question with the famous words: "Ay, no. No, ay; for I must nothing be. / Therefore, no 'no', for I resign to thee" (4.1.201-202).
The similarities cited above underline the prominence of a concept dear to Chapman: that of the "royal man". Marshal Byron, during his second interview with La Fin, tells him that friendship, fame and loyalty are but "mere politic terms" which enslave "the freeborn powers of royal man" (The Conspiracy of Byron, 3.1.31). This idea had already been expounded in The Tragedy of Bussy D'Ambois (1607) by the eponymous character. After the triple duel in which Bussy killed Guise's favourites, Monsieur is begging his brother's pardon on behalf of his protégé, who then declares: "Who to himselfe is law, no law doth neede, / Offends no King, and is a King indeede" (2.1.203-204). His assertion of autonomy 27 is later supported by the king himself, who defends Bussy against the insolence of the duke of Guise by explaining that Bussy represents "man in his natiue noblesse" (3.2.90).
Chapman takes up the idea when he stages Byron's reaction to the astrologer La Brosse's predictions:
There is no danger to a man that knows What life and death is; there's not any law Exceeds his knowledge, neither is it lawful That he should stoop to any other law. He goes before them and commands them all That to himself is a law rational. (The Conspiracy of Byron, 28 27 Cf. Jonathan Dollimore, Radical Tragedy: Religion, Ideology and Power in the Drama of Shakespeare and His Contemporaries, Brighton, The Harvester Press, 1984, chapitre 11 ( "Bussy D'Ambois (c. 1604) : A Hero at Court"), p. 186. 28 The passage comes from Plutarch's "De fato", as Franck Schoell first showed in Études sur l'humanisme continental en Angleterre à la fin de la Renaissance (Paris: Honoré Champion, 1926), p. 211. Jacques Amyot translated it into French as follows: "S'il y auoit homme qui fust suffisant de sa nature, ou par diuine fortune engendré & né si heureusement qu'il peut comprendre cela, il n'auroit que faire de loix qui luy commandassent: car il n'y a ny loy ny ordonnance qui soit plus digne ny plus puissante que la science, & n'est pas loisible qu'il soit serf ny subiect à personne, 
